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COMMENTSONTHEPROPOSALONDACTYLOPIUSAND
PSEUDOCOCCUS,WITH ADDITIONAL PROPOSALTOUSE
THEPLENARYPOWERSFORSUPPRESSIONOFCOCCUS
ADONIDUMLINNAEUS, 1 767 ANDPEDICULUS COFFEAE

LINNAEUS, 1767 ANDFORVALIDATION OFDACTYLOPIUS
LONGISPINUSTARGIONI-TOZZETTI, 1867 (INSECTA:

HOMOPTERA).Z.N.(S.) 2091
(see vol. 31, pp. 146-153)

(1) by E.M. Danzig and I.M. Kerzhner {Zoological Institute, Academy of
Sciences of the U.S.S.R., Leningrad)

We give full support to all actions proposed by D.R. Miller. However,

his conclusions on the identity of Coccus adonidum Linnaeus and Dactylopius

longispinus Targioni-Tozzetti are borrowed from the work of De Lotto, 1965,

which contains some inexactitude. Therefore several additional proposals

should be made for stabilization of the current nomenclature in the genus

Pseudococcus.

2. De Lotto, 1965, from partial study of the original descriptions con-

cluded that: (1) Coccus adonidum Linnaeus is identical with the insect

described by Ledermiiller, 1 762, as 'Koffeebaumlausz', that is to say Pediculus

coffeae Linnaeus; (2) the insect described by Ledermiiller is not the common
long-tailed mealy-bug, therefore the name Pseudococcus adonidum (Linnaeus)

cannot be used for this mealy-bug; (3) Coccus adonidum seems to be not even

a coccid, because Ledermiiller described the antennae as four-segmented

(instead of eight-segmented) and the tarsus as having two claws (instead of

one); (4) Pseudococcus longispinus (Targioni-Tozzetti) is the valid name under

the Code for the common long-tailed mealy-bug. All these conclusions except

(2) are inexact.

3. Linnaeus, 1746, p. 341, Geoffroy, 1762, p. 511, and Ledermiiller,

1762, pp. 16-19, pi. 9, gave the first descriptions of coccids damaging intro-

duced plants in greenhouses in Europe. Linnaeus and Ledermiiller regarded

these insects as lice and described the females only. Geoffroy discovered the

males and correctly placed these insects among the coccids. A number of

wrong statements and assumptions can be found in the description of Leder-

miiller but it is certain that his description and figures cannot be referred to

any other insects than mealy-bugs.

4. Linnaeus, 1767, p. 740, briefly described under the name Coccus

adonidum the insects formerly studied by him and by Geoffroy. After this

description he adds 'Conf. Lederm. 1762. t. 9. Pediculus coffeae'. Here

'Pediculus coffeae' is in fact rather a translation of 'Koffeebaumlausz' in Latin

for reference but on the other hand it is formed as a binomina' name and can

be regarded as such. The initial 'conf.' (abridged Latin 'conferre' - compare or

'confinis' —closely related) shows that Linnaeus regarded Pediculus coffeae as

a species distinct from his Coccus adonidum. The reference to Lederm iiller's

work made the name Pediculus coffeae available.

5. Linnaeus, 1746, Geoffroy, 1762 and Ledermiiller, 1762 mention
that the females have a segmented body, distinct antennae and legs, the waxy
secretion (named snow-white wool or cotton by old authors) forms angular
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projections on the margin of the body and eggs are laid in special cocoons
(ovisacs) formed by this wax. Such a combination of characters among all

greenhouse coccids corresponds only to the genera Pseudococcus and
Planococcus (formerly united under the first name).

6. Four species of these genera are known as polyphagous greenhouse
pests in Europe. The peculiarities of the living females of three of these species
are quoted from literature and those for the obscure mealy-bug are based on
personal observations.

(1) Long-taUed mealy-bug (formerly named Pseudococcus adonidum L.
but after the paper of De Lotto renamed as P. longispinus Targ.-Tozz.). Body
elongate, green; caudal waxy formations extremely long (longer than the
body), filamentous; viviparous.

(2) Citrophilous mealy-bug (formerly named P. gahani Green, 1915,
but in recent years the name has been changed to P. fragilis Brain, 1912).
Body elongate, crimson; caudal waxy formations twice as long and wide as the
remaining ones, equal to one-third of the body length; a good distinguishing
feature is the presence of four rows of impressed bare points extending length-
wise of the dorsum (Borchsenius, 1949, fig. 77; Ferris, 1950;McKenzie, 1967);
egg laying.

(3) Obscure mealy-bug {P. obscurus Essig, 1909, formerly confused with
the very similar P. maritimus Ehrhom, 1900 and better known under the last

name). Body elongate, pink to red; caudal waxy formations equal to from
one-third to one half of the body length, filamentous; middle part of the
dorsum not bare; egg laying.

(4) Citrus mealy-bug {Planococcus citri Risso, 1813). Body relatively
shorter and wider than in other species, red or green; all waxy formations
(18 in number) relatively short and the caudal ones not longer than or slightly
longer than the remaining ones; middle part of the dorsum with a nearly bare
longitudinal stripe; egg laying.

7. Linnaeus, 1746, mentioned the longitudinal rows of bare points
typical for the citrophilous mealy-bug — two rows on each side ('margine
punctis prominentibus utrinque circiter 14', 'spatium quod linea dorsali et

margine lateral! interjacet totidem punctis prominulis secundum longitudinem
dispositis notatur'). His remark on the egg laying females ('folliculum sibi struit

.... e lana nivea contectum, ultra quem .... ova flava includit'), on the caudal
waxy formations ('cauda bifida') and on the body form ('corpus oblongum')
are not inconsistent with the citrophilous mealy-bug. The raised longitudinal
dorsal line in the description of Linnaeus seems to correspond to the slightly

raised medial part of the body and is not evidence for identity with Orthezia,
as was presumed by Cockerell, 1899. Geoffroy, 1762, described the body of
the female as elongated, pink, whoUy covered by wax, caudal waxy formations
longer than the remaining ones and the eggs laid in a 'nest' similar to a flock of
white cotton. This description might refer either to the citrophilous mealy-bug
or to the obscure mealy-bug, but it should be noted that both Geoffroy and
Linnaeus believed that they had the same species.

8. LedermiiUer, 1762, figured 18 pairs of short waxy formations of
nearly equal length; he described an impressed longitudinal line on the body
which seems to be the bare longitudinal stripe; the colour is given as brown or
brown-yellow; the laying of eggs in 'nests' from snow-white wool is described;
the body is figured as relatively short. The description coincides well with the
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citrus mealy-bug.

9. It follows from the above with reasonable certainty that Coccus

adonidum equals the citrophilous mealy-bug {Pseudococcus fragilis) and

Pediculus coffeae the citrus mealy-bug {Planococcus citri). Targioni-Tozzetti

(1867) proposed for '^Coccus adonidum auct.' a replacement name Dactylopius

longispinus, but in fact he described the long-tailed mealy-bug. Subsequent

authors, following Targioni-Tozzetti's concept, but not his nomenclature, used

the name adonidum for the long-tailed mealy-bug.

10. When De Lotto discovered that Coccus adonidum was misidentified

it would have been best to designate a neotype of C. adonidum under the

plenary powers in concordance with the general usage of the name. However,

this was not done and the name P. longispinus received general usage for the

long-taUed mealy-bug. Now restoration of the name adonidum either for the

citrophilous mealy-bug or long-tailed mealy-bug will bring confusion, thus

we propose its suppression under the plenary powers.

11. Pediculus coffeae Linnaeus, 1767 was never used as a valid name.

As the name is a senior synonym of the generally used Planococcus citri (Risso,

1813), we propose its suppression under the plenary powers.

12. Dactylopius longispinus Targioni-Tozzetti, 1867 was proposed as a

replacement name for Coccus adonidum Linnaeus. Therefore according to

Article 72d of the Code Dactylopius longispinus should be regarded as an
objective synonym of Coccus adonidum, regardless of the fact that Targioni-

Tozzetti's description refers to another species. In order to avoid further con-

fusion in nomenclature of well known and economically important species we
propose to designate under the plenary powers as neotype of Dactylopius long-

ispinus the following specimen from the collection of the Zoological Institute,

Academy of Sciences of the U.S.S.R., Leningrad: a female mounted on a slide

and separated by a red circle from two other specimens on the same sUde, with

the following label - 'Moscow [USSR] , Botanical garden of the Moscow State

University [in Russian] , 21 . vii.52, on Dracaena fragrans' and with appropriate

neotype label which will be added after the designation is approved. The
neotype corresponds fully with the description of Pseudococcus longispinus

(Targioni-Tozzetti) given by McKenzie (1967, pp. 303-5, fig. 119, col. pi.

XVI). Nothing is known of the fate of Targioni-Tozzeti's collection of coccids

and we presume it is lost. The specimens examined by Targioni-Tozzeti were
most probably from Italy and the neotype is from Moscow, but as it is a

species introduced in Europe, this geographical distinction is not important.

13. In accordance with the above we propose the following additions

and emendations to the proposal of Miller.

( 1 ) add the following points :

—
(e) to suppress the specific names adonidum Linnaeus, 1 767, as

published in the binomen Coccus adonidum and coffeae

Linnaeus, 1767, as published in the binomen Pediculus

coffeae for the Law of Priority but not for the Law of
Homonymy.

(f) to designate as neotype of Dactylopius longispinus the

specimen mentioned above.

(7) Before 'on the Official List', add the following 'as defined by
the neotype designated under the plenary powers in 1(f) above.'

(10) Place the specific names adonidum Linnaeus, 1767, as published
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Ln the binomen Coccus adonidum and coffeae Linnaeus, 1767,
as published in the binomen Pediculus coffeae and as suppressed
at (l)(e) above, on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid

Specific Names in Zoology.
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(2) Reply by Douglass R. Miller

The comment by Danzig & Kerzhner significantly improves my applic-

ation on Dactylopius and Pseudococcus. In particular, their proposal to des-

ignate a neotype of Dactylopius longispinus, the type species of Pseudococcus,
would stabilise the identity of that species.

(2) I am not certain of the identities of Coccus adonidum Linnaeus and
Pediculus coffeae Linnaeus. Danzig & Kerzhner give good circumstantial

evidence supporting their belief that these are respectively senior synonyms of

Pseudococcus calceolariae (Mask.) (= P. fragilis Brian) and Planococcus citri

(Risso), but some of the discrepancies pointed out by De Lotto, 1965, cause

concern. Furthermore, because P. calceolariae is apparently of Australian

origin, it is doubtful if Linnaeus could have seen it. However, the suppression

of C. adonidum and P. coffeae as suggested by Danzig & Kerzhner will solve

the problem whether they or De Lotto are right.

(3) I am, however, concerned about the specimen that they propose
for designation as neotype of D. longispinus. According to Article 75c(5),

a Moscow specimen could indeed only be designated as neotype by the use of

the plenary powers, because the type locality must almost certainly have been
in Italy. At the U.S. National Museum there are 28 slides of P. longispinus from
Italy, so clearly the species is not uncommon in that country. It seems clear to


